EXPANSION   OF   GASES
Petit's results does not seem at all to confirm it, and- that the latter would hardly have depended upon a single determination of so important a factor, especially when so at variance with the generally accepted figure of Gay-Lussac. Into the criticisms passed upon one-another's apparatus there is no need here to go.
An investigation of the behavior of gas thermometers at ahout—88° led Eegnault to the conclusion that the coefficients of expansion for air and hydrogen preserve closely the ratio shown at higher temperatures.
In his comparison of the various gas thermometers in the Memoires of the Academy of Sciences, Eegnault speaks of using a coefficient for hydrogen smaller than he records in any of his experiments. Lord Kelvin has called attention to the fact that this statement is probably in error (See Encyclopcedia Britan-nica, article "Heat").
Mention may be made here, finally, of the study by Kegnault of the coefficient of expansion of gases under high pressures, the results of which are contained in a later volume of the Memoires.
The accuracy of the results of Kegnault for air at constant volume was put to the test by Eecknagel and, still more rigorously, by Balfour Stewart ; the results of the former confirmed those of Magnus, so far as the value of the coefficient is concerned, EecknageFs mean value being 0.0036681. Stewart, like Eecknagel, used the method employed successfully by Rudberg, Magnus and Eegnault to find the coefficient of expansion from the rise of tension in a gas kept at constant volume while its temperature rises, but, using even greater care than did any of his predecessors to secure pure dry air for his apparatus, and employing every known refinement in the measurement of the pressure changes, he obtained the figure 0.0036728 as the average of four results, the highest of which was 0.0036739 and the lowest, 0.0036716.
The results recorded in the memoir of v. Jolly, although scarcely to be compared as regards accuracy with those of Stewart, are interesting because of the author's success in simplifying the constant-volume gas thermometer. The differences between his highest and lowest results were, how-B                                    9
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>ll nt, in criticizing Magnus's results, considered extremely unlikely, on the ground that a study of Dulong and
